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REMARKS 

Jtis is a full and timely response to the outstanding Office action mailed December 1 , 
r Vi entry of the amendments in this response claims 1 and 4-38 are pending. More ' 
claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 10, 12-14, 17, 18, 21, 24-26, and 31-38 are amended and claims 2- 
caijfceled. Claims 2-3 are canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. Applicant takes this 
.n m irely to reduce the number of issues and to facilitate early allowance and issuance of the 
- a plication. Applicant reserves the right to pursue the subject matter of these canceled 
in a continuing application, if applicant so chooses, and does not intend to dedicate any of 



5. tpoi] 
aficfly. 



lance led subject matter to the public. These amendments are specifically described 



P) esent Status of Pafent Application 

C aims 1-10 and 17-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C.102(e) as allegedly being anticipated 
'* 1 * al V s - Publication No. 2002/0004839). Claims 1 1-16 are rejected under 35 U-S.C. 
as allegedly being unpatentable over Wine, et al (U.S. Publication No. 2002/0004839) in 



of SAhota (U.S. Patent No. 2002/0010928). To the extent that these rejections have not 
' J moot by the cancellation of claims, they are respectfully traversed 



R< lections Under 35 I I.S.C. S102(e> 



Claims 1-9 



anticipate* 
Applicant 



Th j Office Action rejects claims 1-9 under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as allegedly being 
i by Wine (U.S. Publication No. 2002/004839). For at least the reasons set forth below, 
; espectfully traverses the rejection. 
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I] idependent claim 1 as amended recites: 



1 



(Err jhasn added) 



A method in a subscriber television system (STS), the method comprising the 
steps of: 

providing a plurality of media content instances to be displayed to a subscriber; 
providing at least one trigger synchronized with a first media content instance of 

the plurality of media content instances; and 
enabling at least one particularly exclusive content restriction responsive to a 

reception of the at least one trigger. 



F< r a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §102, the cited reference must disclose, 
teach, or i uggest all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. See, e.g, KL du Pont de 
Nenburs £ Co. v. Phillips Petroleum Co., 849F.2d 1430, 7U.S.P.Q.2d 1129 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 

A] >plicant respectfully submits that independent claim 1 as amended is allowable for at 
leasJlthe i jason that Wine does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least enabling at least one 
par^cula rly exclusive content restriction responsive to a reception of the at least one 

er. ! lupport for at least one embodiment of a particularly exclusive content restriction can 
be fliund >n page 21 of the specification as originally filed. Therefore, Wine does not anticipate 
indq >end< nt claim 1> and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

B< cause independent claim 1 as amended is allowable over the cited references of record, 
dep« iden claims 4-9 (which depend from independent claim 1) are allowable as a matter of law 
for a ; leas ; the reason that dependent claims 4-9 contain all the steps/features of independent 
claii i L ; lee Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing Co. v. Chemque, Inc., 303 F.3d 1294, 1299 
(Fed Cir. 2002) Jeneric/Pentron, Inc. v. Dillon Co., 205 F3d 1377, 54U.S.P.Q.2d 1086 (Fed. 
Cir. ffOOO; ; Wahpeton Canvas Co. v. Frontier Inc., 870 F.2d 1546, 10 U.S i\Q.2d 1201 (Fed- Cir. 
19831). Tl erefore, since dependent claims 4-9 are patentable over Wine, the rejection to claims 4- 
9 should t e withdrawn and the claims allowed. 

A( ditionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of independent 
clairii 1, dependent claims 4-9 recite further features and/or combinations of features, as are 
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apjp went by examination of the claims themselves, that are patently distinct fircrai the cited 
reference s of record. Hence there are other reasons why dependent claims 4-9 are allowable. 

B Claim 10 

T le Office Action rejects claim 10 under 35 U.S.C §102(e) as allegedly being anticipated 
by Pine ( U.S. Publication No. 2002/004839). For at least the reasons set forth below, Applicant 
respjpctfu] ly traverses the rejection. 

Ii dependent claim 10 as amended recites: 

1( . A method in a subscriber television system (STS), the method comprising the 
stepftof: 

providing a plurality of media content instances to be displayed to a subscriber by 
a client device; 

providing at least one trigger synchronized with a first media content instance of 
the plurality of media content instances, the at least one trigger comprising 
at least one unique identifier; 
enabling at least one content control module in the client device, the at least one 
content control module comprising a database of a plurality of values fox a 
plurality of the at least one unique identifier, the plurality of values being 
individually matched with a corresponding content restriction; 
receiving the at least one trigger at the client device; 

interpreting a value of the at least one trigger by the content control module; and 
enabling the content control module to reference the database with the value 
and determine at least one enabled particularly exclusive content 
restriction. 

(Emfhasi^ added). 



Fct* a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C §102, the cited reference must disclose, 



iggest all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. Applicant respectfully submits 
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tha^jinde|endent claim 10 as amended is allowable for at least the reason that Wine does not 
each, or suggest al least enabling the content control module to reference the 
with the value and determine at least one enabled particularly exclusive content 
reslirictidu. Support for at least one embodiment of a particularly exclusive content restriction 
can >e foW on page 21 of the specification as originally filed. Therefore, Wine does not 
anti|fipat^[ independent claim 10, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 17-20 

T! le Office Action rejects claims 17-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being 
anticipate i by Wine (U.S. Publication No. 2002/004839). For at least the reasons set forth below, 
Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 

In lependent claim 17 as amended recites: 

1 % A method in a subscriber television system (STS), the method comprising the 



stepii 



disclose, 
exclusive 



content 



Wine 



of: 



(Em basis 



inserting, within an available insertion area in at least one transport stream, at 
least one trigger having at least one particularly exclusive content 
restriction ; and 

distributing the at least one transport stream with the at least one trigger to a 
plurality of client devices. 

added). 



Fp r a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §102, the cited reference must disclose, 
teaclL or s uggest all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. Applicant respectfully submits 
that jjidep indent claim 17 as amended is allowable for at least the reason that Wine does not 
t ;ach, or suggest at least at least one trigger having at least one particularly 
content restriction. Support for at least one embodiment of a particularly exclusive 
t re Itriction can be found on page 21 of the specification as originally filed. Therefore, 
does not anticipate independent claim 17, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 
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Claims 21-23 

Tie Office Action rejects claims 21-23 under 35 U.S.C §102(e) as allegedly being 
anti&pate 1 by Wine (U.S. Publication No. 2002/004839). For at least the reasons set forth below, 
Apppcant||respectfiilly traverses the rejection. 
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E ecause independent claim 17 as amended is allowable over the cited references of 
d, d pendent claims 18-20 (which depend from independent claim 17) are allowable as a 
r oi law for at least the reason that dependent claims 18-20 contain all the steps/features of 
indfjpend sit claim 17. Therefore, since dependent claims 18-20 are patentable over Wine, the 
i to claims 18-20 should be withdrawn and the claims allowed. 

A iditionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of independent 
> dependent claims 18-20 recite further features and/or combinations of features, as are 
apparent >y examination of the claims themselves, that are patently distinct from the cited 

\ of record. Hence there are other reasons why dependent claims 18-20 are allowable. 



Inpependent claim 21 as amended recites: 

A method in a subscriber television system (STS), the method comprising the 



2U 
of: 



(Emj basis 



providing a plurality of media content instances to be displayed to a subscriber, a 
first media content instance of the plurality of media content instances 
being a video stream and a second media content instance of the plurality 
of media content instances being a particular advertisement; 
providing at least one trigger synchronized with a priority event in the video 
stream; and 

excluding the particular advertisement from being displayed simultaneously 
with the priority event in the video stream. 
added). 
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F )r a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §102, the cited reference must disclose, 
suggest all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. Applicant respectfully submits 



, teach, or suggest at least excluding the particular advertisement from being 
disj laye I simultaneously with the priority event in the video stream. Support for at least one 
emt odin ent of a particularly exclusive content restriction can be found on page 21 of the 
spa itfical ion as originally filed. Therefore, Wine does not anticipate independent claim 21, and 
the eject on should be withdrawn. 

B scause independent claim 21 as amended is allowable over the cited references of 
recc ri, d< pendent claims 22 and 23 (Which depend from independent claim 21) are allowable as 
a mitter < flaw for at least the reason that dependent claims 22 and 23 contain all the 
step ! /feat ires of independent claim 21. Therefore, since dependent claims 22 and 23 are 
pate rtabl< s over Wine, the rejection to claims 22 and 23 should be withdrawn and the claims 
allowed. 

A Iditionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of independent 
clait x 21, dependent claims 22 and 23 recite Anther features and/or combinations of features, as 
are j pparttat by examination of the claims themselves, that are patently distinct from the cited 
refe] sncei of record. Hence there are other reasons why dependent claims 22 and 23 are 
allowable 

E. Claims 24-30 

T«e Office Action rejects claims 24-30 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being 
anticipate* by Wine (U.S. Publication No. 2002/004839). For at least the reasons set forth below, 
App icant respectfully traverses the rejection. 



24 



Independent claim 24 as amended recites: 

A system in a subscriber television system (STS), the system comprising: 
a memory for storing logic; 

a processor for executing the logic stored in memory; 
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logic configured to provide a plurality of media content instances to be displayed 
to a subscriber; 

logic configured to provide at least one trigger synchronized with a first media 

content instance of the plurality of media content instances; and 
logic configured to enable at least one particularly exclusive content restriction 
responsive to a reception of the at least one trigger. 

(Enfthasil added). 

F( r a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S,C. §102, the cited reference must disclose, 
teacjl or i uggest all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. Applicant respectfully submits 
that ndep endent claim 24 as amended is allowable for at least the reason that Wine does not 
disc 3se s each, or suggest at least logic configured to enable at least one particularly 
excl islve content restriction responsive to a reception of the at least one trigger. Support fox 
at le st on embodiment of a particularly exclusive content restriction can be found on page 21 of 
the s jeciflcation as originally filed. Therefore, Wine does not anticipate independent claim 24, 
and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Bdkause independent claim 24 as amended is allowable over the cited references of 
reco|d, dependent claims 25-30 (which depend from independent claim 24) are allowable as a 
matt T of: aw for at least the reason that dependent claims 25-30 contain all the steps/jfeatures of 
inde] : ende at claim 24. Therefore, since dependent claims 25-30 are patentable over Wine, tihe 
rejection dp claims 25-30 should be withdrawn and the claims allowed. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of independent 
clain 24, dependent claims 25-30 recite further features and/or combinations of features, as are 
appa ent b y examination of the claims themselves, that are patently distinct from the cited 
refer mces of record. Hence there are other reasons why dependent claims 25-30 are allowable. 
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Claims 31-3 3 

Tlhe Office Action rejects claims 31-33 under 35 U.S.C §102(e) as allegedly being 
tjfcipat id by Wine (U.S. Publication No. 2002/004839), For at least the reasons set forth below, 
Ap|licanf respectfully traverses the rejection. 

Independent claim 31 recites: 



con: prising 



(Emnhasi 



that 
or 



specpcati 
the rftjecti' 



clain s 
at le£ st 



A system in a subscriber television system (STS) client device, the system 



si: 



a memory for storing logic in the STS client device; 

a processor for executing the logic stored in memory in the STS client device; 
logic configured to provide a plurality of media content instances to be displayed 
to a subscriber; 

logic configured to provide at least one trigger synchronized with a first media 
content instance of the plurality of media content instances; and 

logic configured to enable at least one particularly exclusive content restriction 
responsive to a reception of the at least one trigger. 

added). 



Fdt a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C §1 02, the cited reference must disclose, 
teaclL or s tiggest all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. Applicant respectfully submits 
ndep indent claim 3 1 is allowable for at least the reason that Wine does not disclose, teach, 
at least logic configured to enable at least one particularly exclusive content 
responsive to a reception of the at least one trigger, Support for at least one 
of a particularly exclusive content restriction can be found on page 21 of the 
>n as originally filed. Therefore, Wine does not anticipate independent claim 31, and 
n should be withdrawn, 
use independent claim 31 is allowable over the cited references of record, dependent 
32 bid 33 (which depend from independent claim 31) are allowable as a matter of law for 
the reason that dependent claims 32 and 33 contain all the steps/features of independent 



si ?gesf 



restriction 

embi : dim* nt 
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^dditic 



Therefore, since dependent claims 32 and 33 are patentable over Wine, the rejection to 
and 33 should be withdrawn and the claims allowed. 

itionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of independent 
dependent claims 32 and 33 recite further features and/or combinations of features, as 
^ppa|snt by examination of the claims themselves, that are patently distinct from the cited 
of record. Hence there are other reasons why dependent claims 32 and 33 are 



refi renc^p 
allo'vabli 



Claims 34-36 

The Office Action rejects claims 34-36 under 35 U,S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being 
itijipate d by Wine (U.S. Publication No. 2002/004839)- For at least the reasons set forth below, 
can respectfully traverses the rejection. 



In dependent claim 34 recites: 

3< 34. A system in a subscriber television system (STS) headend device, the system 



(Em; hasi 



teacl 
that 



Hisii g: 



Po- 



or i 



a memory for storing logic in the STS headend device; 

a processor for executing the logic stored in memory in the STS headend device; 
logic configured to provide a plurality of media content instances to be displayed 
to a subscriber; 

logic configured to provide at least one trigger synchronized with a first media 
content instance of the plurality of media content instances; and 

logic configured to enable at least one particularly exclusive content restriction 
responsive to a reception of the at least one trigger. 

added). 



a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §102, the cited reference must disclose, 
suggest all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. Applicant respectfully submits 
ftdepfndent claim 34 is allowable for at least the reason that Wine does not disclose, teach, 
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or s ijggej t at least logic configured to enable at least one particularly exclusive content 
res rictii n responsive to a reception of the at least one trigger. Support for at least one 
eml lodinjent of a particularly exclusive content restriction can be found on page 2 1 of the 
specifica ion as originally filed. Therefore, Wine.does not anticipate independent claim 34, and 
the jjeject on should be withdrawn. 

B bcause independent claim 34 is allowable over the cited references of record, dependent 
clajjjxs 35 and 36 (which depend from independent claim 34) are allowable as a matter of law for 
at l<|st tfjp reason that dependent claims 35 and 36 contain all the steps/features of independent 
Therefore, since dependent claims 35 and 36 are patentable over Wine, the rejection to 
and 36 should be withdrawn and the claims allowed. 
A Iditionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of independent 
clai|i 34, dependent claims 35 and 36 recite further features and/or combinations of features, as 
are i ;ppar< nt by examination of the claims themselves, that are patently distinct from the cited 
refej snce; 



Claims 37-38 

Tils Office Action rejects claims 37-38 under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as allegedly being 
anticipate I by Wine (U.S. Publication No. 2002/004839). For at least the reasons set forth below, 
App|cant|^spectfully traverses the rejection. 



of record. Hence there are other reasons why dependent claims 35 and 36 are 



In 

40, 



ependent claim 37 recites: 

7. A system in a subscriber television system (STS) headend, the system comprising: 
a memory for storing logic in the STS headend; 

a processor for executing the logic stored in memory in the STS headend; 
logic configured to allow the STS headend to receive and distribute at least one 
transport stream to a plurality of client devices, the STS headend 
comprising an administrative content control module; and 
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logic configured to enable at least one trigger to be synchronized with an available 
insertion area in the transport stream, the at least one trigger comprising 
at least one particularly exclusive content restriction. 

(Enjjphasjjs added). 



Fir a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §102, the cited reference must disclose, 
te8 f ' 01 F UggeSt aU el ^ OTt ^taes/step S of the claim at issue. Applicant respectfully submits 
that indelendent claim 37 is allowable for at least the reason that Wine does not disclose, teach, 
or suggest at least at least one trigger comprising at least one particularly exclusive content 
rest ic till. Support for at least one embodiment of a particularly exclusive content restriction 
can >e fo|nd on page 21 of the specification as originally filed. Therefore, Wine does not 
anti|pate| independent claim 37, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

B|cause independent claim 37 is allowable over the cited references of record, dependent 
claiife 38 ifwhich depends from independent claim 37) is allowable as a matter of law for at least 
that dependent claim 38 contains all the steps/features of independent claim 37. 
since dependent claim 38 is patentable over Wine, the rejection to claim 38 should be 
withj{lraw| and the claim allowed. 

A< ditionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of independent 
iependent claim 38 recites further features and/or combinations of features, as are 
appajent t y examination of the claim itself, that are patently distinct firon the cited references of 
reco] i H ;nce there are other reasons why dependent claim 38 is allowable 



Re Lections Under 35 U.fr.C. SIQ.Val 



A, 
Thl 



Claims 11-16 

Thlb Office Action rejects claims 11-16 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 
unpaflaital jle over Wine, et al (U.S. Publication No. 2002/0004839) in view otSahota (U.S. 

i No. 2002/0010928. For at least the reasons set forth below, Applicant respectfully 
traveftes Hie rejection. 
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I ecause independent claim 10 is allowable over the cited references of record, dependent 
-16 (which depend from independent claim 10) are allowable as a matter of law for at 
the reason that dependent claims 11-16 contain all the steps/features of independent claim 
Thei afore, the rejection to claims 1M6 should be withdrawn and the claims allowed. 
A dditionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of independent 
dependent claims 1 1-16 recite further features and/or combinations of features, as are 

examination of the claims themselves, that are patently distinct from the cited 
of record. Hence there are other reasons why dependent claims 11-16 are allowable. 
A iditionally, with regard to the rejection of claims 11-16, Sahota does not make up for 
lefici sncies of Wine noted above. Therefore, claims 1 1-1 6 are considered patentable over 
anyjfcomt ination of these documents. 



cla; ais 1 



lea# 

10, 



clainlO 



app irent y/ 
reft ence j 



the 



inta ded 



haviig 



and 
at 



1V1 facellaneous Issues 
A,v 



iy other statements in the Office Action that are not explicitly addressed herein are not 
i o be admitted. In addition, any and all findings of inherency are traversed as not 
be ai shown to be necessarily present. Furthermore, any and all findings of well-known art 
>ffici tl notice, or statements interpreted similarly, should not be considered well known for 
th ! specific and particular reason that fee Office Action does not include specific factual 
find|gs p redicated on sound technical and scientific reasoning to support such conclusions. 



le st 
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CONCLUSION 

h light of the foregoing amendments and for at least the reasons set forth above, 
ca|t respectfully submits that all objections and/or rejections have been traversed,'rendered 
r or accommodated, and that the now pending claims 1 and 4-38 are in condition for 
. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the present application and all pending 
je hereby courteously requested. If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic 
e would expedite the examination of this matter, the Examiner is invited to call the 
ied agent at (770) 933-9500. 




Respectfully submitted, 

/ 




Balser, Reg. No. 58,169 



THOMAS KAYDEN, 
HC RSlfevIEYER & RISLEY, LXJ». 

Suite; 175< 

100 ' jallej is Parkway N.W. 
Atlanta, G borgia 30339 
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